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PER CURIAM.

Paintiff purchased land owned by Angela Bartlett at a 1992 tax sale and was issued a tax deed
in 1993. Within the time allotted by statute to redeem the property, Charles Bartlett, Angela’s ex-
hushband, submitted payment in the amount of $1,577.87 to the Lake County treasurer. The payment
was deficient in that it did not include sheriff’s fees in the amount of $91.99. Pantiff indituted this
action to quiet title. Plaintiff appeas as of right from the trid court’s order quieting title to the property
to Angela Bartlett. We affirm.

Plaintiff argues that, because it is undisputed that Charles Bartlett made the payment to redeem
the property, and because Charles Bartlett had no interest in the property, the redemption is invalid.
We disagree. Under MCL 211.141; MSA 7.199, once a tax deed has been issued to a purchaser, a
person with an interest in the land may redeem the property. However, a person with no interest in the
property may make a valid redemption payment if that person is acting as an agent of a person with an
interest in the property, and the purpose behind the payment is to redeem the property for the interested
party. See Geraldinev Miller, 322 Mich 85, 92-93; 33 NW2d 672 (1948).



The trid court’s finding that Charles Bartlett's payment amounted to a vaid redemption is not
clearly erroneous. MCR 2.613(C). The testimony showed that Angela Bartlett gave money to Charles
and asked him to make the payment for her. Charles testified that he made the payment on behaf of
Angela, that he has made such payments on Angeld s behdf in the past, and that he clams no interest in
the property as aresult of the payment in this case.

Paintiff dso clams that the redemption is not vaid because the sheriff’s fees were not paid.
Again, we disagree. MCL 211.41; MSA 7.199 requires a person seeking to redeem property to pay
the amount paid by the purchaser a the tax sde plus fifty percent, in addition to service fees. It is
undisputed thet at the time of the trid there were outstanding sheriff’s fees in the amount of $91.99
owing on the property.

When ataxpayer reliesin good faith upon the statements of the county treasurer and, through no
fault of his own, submits a deficient payment, the deficient payment may dill act as a vaid redemption.
O’ Connor v Gottschalk, 148 Mich 450, 452; 111 NW 1048 (1907). Here, when Charles submitted
payment for redemption, he was told by a clerk in the treasurer’s office that sheriff’s fees were owing
and that he would be notified, at alater date, of the exact amount. The treasurer’s office attempted to
notify Charles of the amount due by letter. However, the letter was incorrectly addressed, and the
testimony was conflicting regarding whether Charles ever received the letter. According to Charles, he
never received the letter or any other notice of the amount owed until he was served with a summonsin
this case. Charles dso tedtified that he caled the treasurer’s office on one occasion to ascertain the
amount of fees and was told that the amount was still undetermined. He aso went to the proper officer
in an attempt to pay the proper fee. Based on this testimony, the trid court’s finding that Charles never
received notice of the amount of sheriff’s fees owing and that Charles acted in good faith in atempting
to timely pay the sheriff’'s fees is not clearly erroneous. We find no error in the trid court's
determination that the redemptionwas vdid.

Affirmed.
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